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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet beneath the correspondence address- 
Period for Reply 

-2 _MONTH(S) FROM THE MAILING DATE 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 
OF THIS COMMUNICATION. lutAnHt 



- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 1 in n« . u 

from the mailing date of this communication ^'^^ ^ -^36(3). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed after SIX (6) MOI^HS 

status 

□ Responsive to communication{s) filed on 

□ This action is FINAL. 

Disposition of Claims 

^CIaim(s) 

Of the above claim(s) 

□ Claim(s)-_ 

» Claim(s) ^--tt^ JPg 

□ Ciaim(s) 



□ Claim(s)- 



_ is/are pending in the application. 

- is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

- is/are allowed, 
is/are rejected. 

- is/are objected to. 



Application Papers 

□ See the attached Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review. PTO-948. 

□ The proposed drawing correction, filed on is ' □ approved □ disapproved 

□ The drawing(s) filed on j^/are objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 (aHd) 

□ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C § 1 1 9(a)-{d) 

□ All DSome* □ None of the CERTIFIED copies of the priority documents have been 

□ received. 

□ received in Application No. (Series Code/Serial Number) ___^^ 

□ received in this national stage application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)). 
•Certified copies not received: 

Attachment(s) 



are subject to restriction or election 

requirement. 



□ InfonDation Disclosure Statement(s), PTO-1449, Paper No(s). 
^Notice of Reference(s) Cited, PTO-892 

□ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948 



□ Interview Summary, PTO-413 

□ Notice of Infomial Patent Application, PTO-152 

□ Other 
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Claims 2, 5-11 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The definition of Rl is not meaningful 
since the term (D-7) is confusing as D is in iim and 7 is unitless. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103 which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office 



A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter 
sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies as 
prior art only under subsection (f ) or (g) of section 102 of 
this title, shall not preclude patentability under this 
section where the subject matter and the claimed invention 
were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same 
person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same 
person . 

Claims 2, 5, 6, 8-11 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
as being unpatentable over Levene (5209232) . Levene teaches 
maramographic imaging employing a focal spot of .3 mm and a source- 
to-image distance of 55 cm (lines 33-39 of column 5) . it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made that the source-to-object distance would 
have been slightly less than 55 cm ie about 52 cm to minimize 
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radiation scatter from the object. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Levene in view of Diemer et al (4622688) . Levene 
does not detail the composition of his x-ray tube target, and it 
would have been obvious to employ therefor common target materials 
such as molybdenum and rhodium as taught by Diemer in lines 46-49 
of column 3 . 

Applicant's arguments filed September 19, 2002 have been fully 
considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive. if 
applicant's Rl is between .11 m and 10 m {[30-7]/200 = .11), and R2 
is between .15 m and 1.4 m, then Rl + R2 (the source- to- image 
distance) is between .26 m and 11.4 m; and Levene 's source -to- image 
distance of .55 m falls within applicant's very broad range within 
which there are an infinite number of R1,R2 combinations. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed 
to Examiner Church at telephone number (703) 308-4861. 
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